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Abstract Williamson’s (Knowledge and its limits, Oxford University Press, Oxford,
2000, Chapter 4) “anti-luminosity” argument aims to establish that there are no signifi-
cant luminous conditions. “Far from forming a cognitive home”, luminous conditions
are mere “curiosities” (2000, p. 109). Even supposing Williamson’s argument suc-
ceeds in showing that there are no significant luminous states his conclusion has not
thereby been established. When it comes to determining what is luminous, mental
events and processes are among the best candidates. It is events and processes, after
all, which constitute the stream of consciousness. Judgment, for instance, is plausi-
bly self-conscious. If I am judging then plausibly I must know that I am. Similarly,
deliberation is plausibly self-conscious. To be deliberating about some matter I plau-
sibly must know that I am. That one is judging and that one is deliberating are thus
plausibly luminous conditions. Furthermore, I argue, Williamson’s anti-luminosity
argument fails to speak against this suggestion. This reveals that Williamson’s argu-
ment is more limited in scope than has been thought—something likely missed due to
a misplaced focus on mental states in the luminosity debate as well as in epistemology
and the philosophy of mind more generally. For all Williamson shows, there may be
luminous events and processes of a sort apt to constitute a cognitive home. I conclude
by considering how the anti-luminosity argument might be reinstated in the judgment
case and argue that the natural way to do so fails.
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My aim is to argue that Williamson’s (2000, Chapter 4) “anti-luminosity” argument is
more limited in scope than it has been taken to be. Even supposing that the argument
establishes that luminous states are mere curiosities, it fails to show that the same is
true of luminous events and processes. Furthermore, I suggest, there plausibly are sig-
nificant examples of luminous events and processes. The onus is thus on the advocate
of anti-luminosity arguments to explain why we should think otherwise.
In Sect. 2, I outline Williamson’s anti-luminosity argument. In Sect. 3, I consider
the conclusion that the anti-luminosity argument is taken to yield. Advocates of the
argument take it to show that there are no significant luminous states. But the con-
clusion then drawn is that there are no significant luminous conditions. However, I
point out, to establish the latter the anti-luminosity argument needs to do more than
show that there are no significant luminous states. It must show that there are also
no significant luminous events or processes. In Sect. 4, I draw attention to plausible
candidate luminous events and processes. Judgment is plausibly a kind of luminous
event, whilst deliberation is plausibly a kind of luminous process. Furthermore, as I
explain in Sect. 5, Williamson’s argument fails to speak against the suggestion that
judgment and deliberation are luminous. In Sect. 6, I consider how the anti-luminosity
argument might be reinstated against the suggestion that judgment is luminous. I argue
that the natural way to do so fails. I conclude, in Sect. 7, that for all the anti-luminosity
argument shows there may be luminous events and processes of a sort apt to constitute
a cognitive home.
2 The anti-luminosity argument
It will help to begin with Williamson’s terminology:
A case is a possible total state of a system, the system consisting of an agent at
a time paired with an external environment, which may of course contain other
subjects. …
A condition obtains or fails to obtain in each case. Conditions are specified by
‘that’ clauses. The pronoun ‘one’ and the present tense in such clauses refer to
the distinguished agent and time respectively (2000, p. 62).
A condition C is then “luminous” iff:
For every case α, if in α C obtains, then in α one is in a position to know that C
obtains (2000, p. 95).
Of course, most conditions are not luminous. But it is plausible to think that some are.
Williamson, for instance, suggests that that one feels cold and that it looks to one as
though there is a purple patch ahead are on first pass plausibly conditions which one
is in a position to know obtain whenever they do.
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Williamson (2000, pp. 107–108) does admit that some “trivial conditions” are
luminous. Trivial conditions include those which obtain in all cases1 and those which
obtain in none. Williamson’s (2000, Chapter 4) claim is that there are no significant
and non-trivial luminous conditions.2 He illustrates the point with the condition that
one feels cold, since, he claims:
It appears to have about as good a chance as any non-trivial condition of being
luminous (2000, p. 96).
Williamson sets things up as follows. Suppose that t0, t1, …, tn is a series of times
at 1 ms intervals beginning at dawn and ending at noon. αi is a case at ti (0≤ i ≤n).
At dawn one feels cold and at noon one feels hot. The change in how one feels is
also gradual such that how things are from one’s point of view in any case, αi, is
imperceptibly different to how things are for one in αi+1. Furthermore, one carefully
considers how one feels throughout t0 to tn.
Williamson imposes the following safety condition on knowing that one feels cold
in αi:
(Ii) If in αi, one knows that one feels cold, then in αi+1 one feels cold (2000, p.
97).
One could not know that one feels cold in a case αi if in αi+1 one does not feel cold.
In general, one cannot know that p in a case if p could so easily have been false in
circumstances which would be imperceptibly different from one’s point of view to
those which one is in fact in.
Williamson’s argument can now be run as a reductio as follows (see 2000, pp.
96–98). Suppose that feeling cold is luminous and consider case α0. One feels cold
in α0. Given one is considering the matter and feeling cold is luminous one thereby
knows that one feels cold in α0. By (Ii) one must thereby feel cold in α1. Given one is
considering the matter and feeling cold is luminous one thereby knows that one feels
cold in α1. By (Ii) again one must thereby feel cold in α2. And again, given one is
considering the matter and feeling cold is luminous one thereby knows that one feels
cold in α2. By (Ii) once again one must thereby feel cold in α3. We can continue like
this and arrive at the conclusion that one feels cold in αn, which by hypothesis one
does not. Given (Ii) we have a reductio of the claim that feeling cold is luminous.3
Such reasoning can be applied to any condition for which it is possible to have a
series of cases as above. It can be applied to any condition for which it is possible
to have a series of times where the condition obtains at one point and does not at
another, and where the change in question occurs gradually—so that an analogue of
(Ii) plausibly holds. And this will be possible for any condition of a sort which can
be gradually gained or lost such that the change in how things are from one time to
the next is imperceptibly small from one’s own point of view. Williamson (2000, pp.
1 So long as they are “presented in a simple tautological guise” (see Williamson 2000, pp. 107–108).
2 Hence in what follows by ‘condition’ I will mean only non-trivial conditions.
3 For refinement and defence of the argument see Srinivasan (2015). The complications here will not




107–109) argues, for instance, that analogous arguments will apply in the cases of the
conditions that one is in pain and that it looks to one as though there is a purple patch
ahead. For cases in which one is in pain or in which things look purple can gradually
give way to cases in which things are otherwise.
3 The standard take
Williamson’s argument is typically taken to lead to the conclusion that there are no
significant luminous states and thus no significant luminous mental states.4 Mental
states appear to be the best candidates for luminous states. And all mental states appear
to be of the sort which generate anti-luminosity arguments (e.g. belief, knowledge,
intention, …).
That states have been the focus in the luminosity debate is evident from how
Williamson’s conclusion is typically summed up. Ramachandran, for instance, sums
things up by saying that “Williamson (2000) reckons that hardly any mental state is
‘luminous’” (2009, p. 659 my emphasis). Weatherson similarly sums up by saying
that “Williamson has recently argued that few mental states are luminous” (2004, p.
373 my emphasis), whilst Wong says that Williamson’s conclusions is “that no mental
states are such that when we are in them we are in a position to know that we are
in them” (2008, p. 536 my emphasis). Williamson (2000, p. 93) himself even begins
his discussion by stating that he will argue that there is no core set of luminous men-
tal states. However, Williamson (2000, p. 95ff.) swiftly shifts focus to the broader
question of whether there are any significant luminous conditions. He states that the
question which concerns him is:
what conditions, if any, are in fact luminous? (2000, p. 95).
In line with this, the conclusion drawn is that potential examples of luminous condi-
tions:
constitute a very minor limitation on the generality of the [anti-luminosity] argu-
ment (2000, p. 109).
Although there may be some luminous conditions they are mere “curiosities” and
are “remove from our ordinary interests” (2000, p. 109). It is clear that Williamson
believes that if his argument succeeds then it reveals that there are not just no significant
luminous states but no significant luminous conditions.
Williamson thereby takes himself to be undermining what many have taken to be a
crucial Cartesian insight. It is a mistake to think that we have a “cognitive home”—that
there is a significant domain with respect to which we are always in a position to know
what is the case. As Srinivasan puts it, the conclusion drawn is taken to have as a
consequence that:
the common picture of the phenomenal realm as one of privileged access turns
out to be a Cartesian orthodoxy from which philosophy must be cleansed (2015,
p. 294).
4 Where a luminous state is a state such that if one is in it then one is in a position to know that one is.
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But there is more to one’s mind than one’s mental states—there are also mental
events and processes (Steward 1997; see also O’Shaughnessy 2000, pt. 1; Soteriou
2013)—and, as I will argue, Williamson’s anti-luminosity argument does not apply to
significant examples of these latter aspects of the mind. Mental events and processes
are kinds of mental occurrences. How the distinction between states and occurrences
is to be drawn and how, within the latter, the distinction between events and processes
is to be a drawn is a matter of controversy (e.g. Crowther 2011; Hornsby 2012; Steward
2013). What is nonetheless clear is that there is a distinction to be made between what
occurs/happens/unfolds at times or for periods time and what merely obtains at times
or for periods of time. States merely obtain at times or for periods of time, whereas
events and processes occur/happen/unfold at times or for periods of time. What is
also clear is that, as well as mental states (e.g. beliefs, intentions), there are mental
events (e.g. judgments, noticing) and mental processes (e.g. deliberation, imagining).
When one judges, for instance, one’s judgment is an event which thereby happens at a
time. Similarly, when one deliberates one’s deliberation is a process which is thereby
occurring for some period of time and which unfolds over that time. Furthermore, such
events and processes should have been among the most plausible candidates for being
luminous all along.5 After all, it is mental occurrences of this sort which constitute the
stream of consciousness. The stream of consciousness, that is, is constituted by con-
scious events which occur at times and by conscious process which unfold or develop
over time (Crane 2013, sec. 4; O’Shaughnessy 2000, pp. 42–47). And that such events
and processes constitute the stream of consciousness makes it plausible that there
are luminous events and processes, and thus that there are corresponding luminous
conditions. Crucially, this claim has not been undermined, even if it is admitted that
Williamson’s anti-luminosity argument reveals that there are no luminous states.
4 Luminous events and processes
If Williamson’s anti-luminosity argument is to have the scope it is alleged to have then
it must apply to plausible candidates for luminous events and processes. I will consider
one of each. Judgment is plausibly a kind of luminous event because plausibly, if I am
judging then I must know that I am. Deliberation, meanwhile, is plausibly a kind of
luminous process. This is because plausibly if I am deliberating then I must know that
I am. I will present a case for thinking that judgment is a kind of luminous event and
that deliberation is kind of luminous process. However, as noted, the ultimate aim is
only to identify a mistaken understanding of the scope of Williamson’s argument. To
do so, there is no need to establish that judgments are in fact luminous events, nor that
deliberation is in fact a luminous process. Williamson’s argument is alleged to show
that they cannot be. The dialectical situation is such that showing that Williamson’s
argument fails to apply in the case of some significant and plausibly luminous condition
suffices to undermine his claim to have established his conclusion.
5 Where a luminous event is an event which is such that if it is an event of which one is the subject, then
one is in a position to know that it is occurring. Similarly, a luminous process is a process which is such
that if it is a process of which one is the subject, then one in a position to know that it is occurring.
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Consider the judgment case first. Plausibly, I have suggested, if I am judging then I
must know that I am. Judgment, that is, is plausibly self-conscious. Judgment’s being
something which we consciously do makes this suggestion highly plausible. The fact
that judgments are apt to occur as constituents of self-conscious activities makes
the suggestion more plausible still. I might, for instance, conclude self-conscious
deliberation about whether p by judging that p. I will typically thereby know that I
have concluded my deliberation. Furthermore, it is unclear how I could know that I
have done so unless I know that I have judged that p. And it is unclear how I could
know that I have judged that p unless I knew that I was judging that p when I concluded
my deliberation by doing so. It seems that judgment needs to be self-conscious in order
for it to play its role in such self-conscious deliberation.
Some might worry about generalising on the basis of the above in order to conclude
that all judgment is self-conscious. But more can be said to make the suggestion
plausible. Judgment is a kind of conscious act of acceptance. There are various other
kinds of conscious acts of acceptance. In consciously accepting p, for instance, I might
be judging that p, supposing that p, or assuming that p for practical purposes. One way
to further bolster the plausibility of the suggestion that judgment is self-conscious is by
asking what makes it that case that my act of acceptance is one of judging, rather than,
say, merely supposing, when I judge that p. A promising way to answer this question
is to say that what I am up to when I judge that p is settled by what I take myself to be
up to. After all, if I do not even take myself to be judging that p when I consciously
accept p then plausibly I am not judging that p whatsoever (c.f. Soteriou 2013, p. 242).
Furthermore, this is plausibly true because when in accepting p I am judging that p
the event is one of judging only because I take it that I am judging. My taking it that
I am judging that p when accepting p is plausibly what settles that the act in question
is a judging of that p. On this view when I judge that p I must believe that I am doing
so, where this belief settles that I am in fact judging that p. Plausibly I thereby know
that I am judging that p whenever I do so (c.f. Soteriou 2013, pp. 238–251). Judgment
is in this way self-conscious and thus that one is judging is a luminous condition.
Soteriou (2013, Chapter 10) thinks the above is correct because he endorses the
following view. When one is judging that p in accepting p one must believe that one
is judging where this belief constitutively depends on that one is accepting p in the
way in question. But this belief also determines that the act of acceptance is one of
judging. Rödl (2007, 2013) also thinks that something along the lines of the above is
correct. He maintains that taking it that one is judging that p when one is doing so is
just part of what it is to judge that p. This, he suggests, is because judging that p and
taking it that one is judging that p are a single act of the mind. Of course, such views
rest on contentious arguments. But all that is really crucial here is that the claim they
capture—that judgment is self-conscious—is plausible and that it remains to be seen
whether the claim is undermined by Williamson’s argument.
As an anonymous reviewer noted, there is a regress worry which some might have
for the suggestion that judgment is self-conscious which is worth discussing, if only
to set it aside. It might be thought that judgment’s being self-conscious requires that
whenever one makes a judgment one must judge that one is making a judgment.
But if we suppose that this is correct then a regress clearly ensues. If judgment is
self-conscious then one must know that one is judging whenever one judges. But if
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knowing that one is judging requires judging that one is doing so then this means that
whenever one makes a judgment one must judge that one is making a judgment. But
if judgment is self-conscious the latter judgment must thereby be self-conscious too.
And if knowing that one is judging requires judging that one is doing so whenever one
judges then this will again require a further judgment (that one is judging that one is
judging). The suggestion that judgment is self-conscious and that knowing that one
is judging requires judging that one is doing so clearly generates a vicious regress.
Coming to know does not always require conscious judgment in a mediating role
(O’Shaughnessy 2000, p. 107; Soteriou 2013, p. 231). We can and do come to know
things without doing so by making conscious judgments. Given this, the lesson from
the above regress is a simple one. We should deny that in order to come to be aware of
what one is doing when one makes a judgment one must make a further judgment about
what one is doing. One’s knowledge of what one is doing when one is judging must be
understood as “a silent or non-conscious partner” to one’s judging (O’Shaughnessy
2000, p. 106). One knows that one is judging when one does so, that is, where being
aware of what one is doing in this way does not require the occurrence of a further
event of judging and thus a further occupant of the stream of consciousness.
Consider next the deliberation case. Plausibly, I have suggested, if I am deliberating
then I must know that I am. Deliberation, that is, is plausibly self-conscious. This is
so because deliberation is a kind of conscious activity.6 Suppose, for instance, that I
am deliberating about whether p. Plausibly I must know that I am doing so in order
to be doing so actively and consciously. If at some point I lose track of that I am
deliberating about whether p then plausibly that is simply no longer something which
I am consciously and actively doing. This might be because I end up deliberating
about something else. But if I do not know that I am deliberating about anything
then plausibly I am not consciously and actively deliberating whatsoever. And, since
deliberation is a kind of conscious activity, that is just for me to not be deliberating at all.
A concrete example may help to illustrate the point. Suppose that I am deliberating
to figure out the quickest way home. I judge that the train would take 30 min and that the
bus would take an hour. I then judge there is no quicker way home. Finally, I conclude
that the train is the quickest way home. Now suppose that things went differently and
that when I judged that the bus would take an hour I lost track of what I was doing. I
no longer believed that I was trying to figure out the quickest way home. If that were
the case then plausibly my judgment would not have qualified as a constituent of a
process of deliberation to find out the quickest way home. If I lose track of that I am
trying to find out the quickest way home then that is no longer something which I am
doing. And if I lose track of that I am deliberating whatsoever then by the same token
I am no longer doing so whatsoever.
Some might resist the claim that I must know that I am deliberating in order to be
doing so whatsoever. After all, as an anonymous reviewer pointed out, people do often
enough say things like ‘I spent five minutes staring at the map before I remembered
6 To assume that deliberation is a kind of conscious activity is to side with Chrisman (2016), O’Shaughnessy
(2000) and Soteriou (2013) against Strawson (2003). Although there are challenges when it comes to
understanding how deliberation could be a kind of conscious activity these are challenges which, I believe,
can be met and which are best dealt with elsewhere (see my 2018).
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that I was trying to figure out the quickest way home’. I could attempt to explain away
the appearance of such counterexamples. But more may need to be said in defence of
the claim that deliberation must be self-conscious in order to motivate doing so.
Deliberation is a kind of conscious process with series of events as constituents. I
might, for instance, judge that p at t1, suppose that q at t2, and then infer r at t3, deliber-
ating about whether r by doing so. When I suppose that q at t2 I deliberate by doing so
and when I infer r at t3 I deliberate by doing so. In general, when I deliberate at a time ti I
do so byϕ-ing where myϕ-ing is an event and constituent of my process of deliberation.
Given this, one way to further the plausibility of the suggestion that deliberation is self-
conscious is to ask the following question. When I deliberate at a time ti by ϕ-ing what
makes it the case that the event of ϕ-ing qualifies as a constituent of a process of delib-
eration? A promising way to go about answering this question is to say that what I am
up to when deliberating is settled in part by what I take myself to be up to. On this sug-
gestion, my taking it that I am deliberating when ϕ-ing is part of what settles that I am
deliberating by ϕ-ing when I do so.7 When I deliberate by ϕ-ing, that is, I must believe
that I am doing so where this belief in part settles that I am deliberating by ϕ-ing and
thus that the event which is my ϕ-ing is in fact a constituent of a process of reasoning.
Plausibly I thereby know that I am deliberating whenever I do so by ϕ-ing. Deliberation
is in this way self-conscious and that one is deliberating is a luminous condition.
Plausible candidates for luminous events and processes have been identified. The
candidates are occurrences of a distinctive kind: those the occurrence of which depends
on one’s taking it that events or processes of the kind in question are occurring. Further-
more, the candidates identified are not mere curiosities. They are rather paradigm con-
stituents of the stream of consciousness—central examples of the kinds of events and
processes which make up our conscious mental lives. If Williamson’s argument is inef-
fective against the suggestion that such candidates are luminous it thus fails to establish
what it is alleged to: that there are no significant and non-trivial luminous conditions.8
7 I say that the belief is only part of what settles that I am deliberating since more may be required. For
instance, my ϕ-ing might also need to follow other events which are apt to be constituents of a process of
deliberation.
8 As an anonymous reviewer noted, some might worry about whether this would really amount to a vindi-
cation of my claim that even if Williamson’s argument shows that there are no significant luminous states
it can still be maintained that there are significant luminous events and processes. If that one is judging and
that one is deliberating are luminous conditions it might be thought that there are thereby luminous states.
The state of being such that one is judging and the state of being such that one is deliberating (assuming
there are such states) might be thought to be luminous if judgment is a kind of luminous event and if
deliberation a kind of luminous process. Supposing this is correct then my conclusion needs reformulating
slightly. Even if we take Williamson’s argument to be effective in the cases which are typically discussed
it is not effective against the suggestion that there are some significant luminous events and processes and
corresponding luminous states. My conclusion could be stated by saying that Williamson’s argument does
not speak against the suggestion that there are luminous states of a distinctive kind. But to state my conclu-
sion that way would be to obscure why the corresponding conditions are plausibly luminous. Judgment and
deliberation are plausibly self-conscious because of the way in which they are things which we consciously
do. The case for their luminosity turns on their being kinds of conscious occurrences. Why Williamson’s
anti-luminosity argument fails to speak against this suggestion would also be obscured if my conclusion
was stated in the way in question. It is because they are the kinds of conscious occurrences that they are that




5 The argument’s failure to apply
Williamson’s anti-luminosity argument cannot get a grip in the cases of concern. This
is because the conditions of concern—that one is judging and that one is deliberat-
ing—are not conditions of a kind which can be gradually gained or lost in the required
way.
Consider the judgment case first. Judgment is a plausibly a kind of luminous event
and that one is judging is plausibly a luminous condition correspondingly. Further-
more, that one is judging is not a condition of a sort which can be gradually gained or
lost in the way required for Williamson’s anti-luminosity argument to get a grip. There
is no possible series of times where one is judging at one point, not judging at another,
and where the change in question is gradual such that an analogue of (Ii) is thereby
plausibly true. As was noted, (Ii) is plausible when it comes to a series in which one is
cold at the start and hot at the end because the difference between any case αi and αi+1
is imperceptibly small from one’s point of view. It is plausible to think that I could not
know that I am cold in αi if imperceptibly different circumstances in which I am not
cold could so easily have obtained at the time of αi. A series of the required kind in
the judgment case would be one in which at to one is judging and at tn one is not. But
judgment is a kind of conscious event. Given this, things at the moment after one has
made a given judgment will not be imperceptibly different from one’s point of view
to things when one is judging from one’s point of view. There is then no plausibility
to an analogue of (Ii) according to which if I am to know that I am judging then I must
be judging the moment after. To say this would be no more plausible than it would be
to say that for me to know that I am seeing a flash of light when I do I must see the
flash of light the moment after too. In general, when an act of judgment is completed,
a conscious change thereby occurs such that there is no plausibility to the claim that
if I am to know that I am judging at ti I must be judging at ti±1.
The same goes for the deliberation case. A series of the kind required for
Williamson’s anti-luminosity argument to get a grip would be one in which at t0
one is deliberating and at tn one is not. Again, for any such series there will be no
plausibility to the claim that if at ti one is to know that one is deliberating then at
ti+1 one must be deliberating. Deliberation, as seen, is a process constituted by the
occurrence of a series of events. I might, for instance, judge that p, suppose that q
and infer r, deliberating by doing so. Suppose that I do not then go on to deliberate
further. Things from my point of view at the moment after I have inferred r will not be
imperceptibly different to things from my point of view when I do make the inference.
It may of course be true that when I deliberate by ϕ-ing that I could easily not have
been doing so. But when I am aware of my seeing a flash it may equally be true that
I could easily not have been seeing the flash—I might have looked the other way or
blinked and missed it. There is then no plausibility to an analogue of (Ii) according to
which if I am to know that I am deliberating when I infer r then I must be deliberating
at the moment after. In general, when I stop or start deliberating a conscious change
thereby occurs such that there is no plausibility to the claim that if I am to know that




I have suggested that the claim that knowledge is undermined by a nearby possibility
of falsehood lacks plausibility unless, had that possibility obtained, one would have
been in imperceptibly different circumstances from one’s point of view to those in
which one is in fact in. But judgment is a kind of conscious event. Whenever one goes
from consciously judging to not (or vice versa) a conscious and perceptible change
does thereby occur. Deliberation is a kind of conscious process and thus the same
goes whenever one goes from consciously deliberating to not (or vice versa). These
do not seem to be cases in which a series is possible such that an analogue of (Ii) is
plausible. It appears, then, that for such cases an anti-luminosity argument cannot be
effectively made. It can thus be maintained that judgment and deliberation are self-
conscious, and that there are luminous events and processes in the face of Williamson’s
anti-luminosity argument.
6 Reinstating the argument
As I noted, Williamson’s anti-luminosity argument can be applied to any condition
which is such that it is possible to have a series of times where the condition obtains at
one point and does not at another, where the change in question occurs gradually such
than an analogue of (Ii) plausibly holds. And this will be possible for any condition
of a sort which can be gradually gained or lost such that the change in how things
are from one time to the next is imperceptibly small from one’s own point of view. I
have argued that Williamson’s argument is more limited in scope than is commonly
thought. Even if successful, the argument does not undermine the Cartesian thought
that we have a cognitive home. For all Williamson shows, there may be significant
luminous events and processes.
What I have exploited is that series of the sort needed in order for Williamson’
anti-luminosity argument to get a grip are not possible in the cases of judgment and
deliberation. In the judgment case, for instance, when one goes from judging to not
judging a conscious and perceptible change thereby occurs. Given this, there is no
series of times where one is judging at the beginning, not judging at the end, and
where the change in how things are from one time to the next is imperceptibly small
from one’s own point of view. An analogue of (Ii) thus fails to obtain. The same is so
in the case of deliberation. When one goes from deliberating to not, a conscious and
perceptible change thereby occurs.
However, as two anonymous reviewers observed, I ought to see if it is possible to
reinstate the anti-luminosity argument in the above cases. It does not suffice for my
purposes merely to show that the anti-luminosity argument as stated by Williamson
does not apply in the cases considered. It must be asked whether there is a possible
extension of the anti-luminosity argument apt to refute my suggestion that judgment
and deliberation are luminous. I will consider how this might be done in the case of
judgment. My suggestion will be that that the natural way to do so fails and that same
is plausibly true in the deliberation case.
When one goes from judging to not a perceptible change thereby occurs. Given
this, one cannot gradually transition from judging to not where the change from one’s
point of view from one time to the next is imperceptible. It is because of this that a
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series of a sort needed to run Williamson’s anti-luminosity argument cannot be set up
in the judgment case. But consideration of a different kind of series might be thought
to yield an anti-luminosity argument in this case. The relevant kind of series is one
in which, rather than gradually transitioning from judging to not, one is continuously
making distinct judgments at the beginning of the series and doing something else at
the end, where the change in one’s circumstances over time is gradual. One might,
for instance, be continuously judging that p at the beginning of the series and merely
saying to oneself that p at the end. If one judges that p at a time ti in such a series one
will not be in imperceptibly different circumstances from one’s point of view at ti+1
at which one is no longer making that particular judgment. Nonetheless, it seems that
if one judges that p at ti, and if at a time shortly after having made the judgment one
takes oneself to be judging that p in circumstances which are similar from one’s point
of view to one’s circumstances at ti, then one must in fact be judging that p at the latter
time. Suppose, for instance, that one is in fact mistaken in taking oneself to be judging
that p at the latter time. This would seem to undermine one’s knowledge that one is
judging at ti. Plausibly one could not know that one is judging that p at ti if one could
so easily have been wrong about that one is judging that p in circumstances which are
similar to one’s circumstances at ti from one’s point of view. If such a series is possible
then it seems that an appropriate analogue of (Ii) holds and that an anti-luminosity
argument will thereby undermine the claim that judgment luminous.
My response will be to suggest that we lack reasons to think that such a series is
possible. An attempt to reinstate the anti-luminosity argument in the above way will
have to trade on the possibility of mistakenly taking oneself to be judging that p in
circumstances which are similar from one’s point of view to those in which one is
in fact judging that p. In fact, it seems that there cannot be errors of this kind. The
relevant kind of possibility is one in which one takes oneself to be judging that p in
circumstances which are similar from one’s point of view to those when one is in fact
judging that p, but where one is in fact mistaken in taking oneself to be judging that
p. Is this really possible?
In order to answer this question, it will help to look again at the nature of judgment.
If judgment is merely taken to be an event of belief formation then it might thereby
be thought that one can mistakenly take oneself to be judging. After all, as already
noted, we do often come to believe without making conscious judgments. One might
mistakenly believe that this is occurring and it might be thought that that would just be
for one to mistakenly take oneself to be judging. But this thought trades on a mistaken
conception of judgment.9 Judgment is a kind of conscious mental event and a kind
of conscious act (Shah and Velleman 2005, p. 503; Soteriou 2013, Chapter 10). It is
not merely an event of belief formation. Of course, judgment can and often does yield
belief. But one can judge that p without coming to believe p. For instance, judging
that p does not yield belief that p when one already believes that p (Soteriou 2013, p.
237; Toribio 2011, p. 346). Judgment that p can even fail to yield belief that p in cases
9 Or simply changes the subject. One could use ‘judgment’ to mean events of belief formation. But that
one can mistakenly take oneself to be judging in this sense does not undermine the suggestion that judg-
ment—understood as a kind of conscious act of acceptance—is luminous.
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in which one does not already believe that p. This last point is clearly illustrated by
Peacocke with the following example:
Someone may judge that undergraduate degrees from countries other than their
own are of an equal standard to her own, and excellent reasons may be operative
in her assertions to that effect. All the same, it may be quite clear, in decisions
she makes on hiring, or in making recommendations, that she does not really
have this belief at all (1998, p. 90).
Such examples make clear that we can make judgments without thereby coming to
believe that which we judge to be the case (see also Cassam 2010, pp. 81–82; Shah
and Velleman 2005, p. 507; Sosa 2005, p. 9).
In the light of this we can consider again what it would take for there to be a
possibility of the sort required for the above reinstatement of the anti-luminosity
argument. The possibility must be one in which a conscious event occurs, where from
one’s point of view things are like when one judges that p. Furthermore, one must
take oneself to be judging that p, yet in fact be mistaken in taking oneself to be doing
so. But if a conscious event occurs where one takes oneself to be judging that p and
where things are like they are when one judges that p from one’s point of view, what
grounds could there be to deny that this is simply a case in which one really does judge
that p? As has been seen, if the judgment in fact fails to instil belief that p this is not
grounds to deny that one is judging that p. It seems that if a conscious event occurs
where things are as if one is judging that p and where one takes oneself to be doing
so, then one simply is judging that p. Given this, the burden is on the advocate of the
imagined anti-luminosity argument to argue that one could mistakenly take oneself
to be judging in such circumstances. And given that judgment does not need to yield
belief in order to occur grounds to say that such mistakes are possible seem to be
missing.
An advocate of the claim that judgment is luminous, that is, can say the following.
There do not seem to be possibilities of the kind required to reinstate the anti-luminosity
argument against the suggestion that judgment is self-conscious. That is because if
one takes oneself to be judging in circumstances like those when one is in fact judging
from one’s point of view, then grounds seem to thereby be missing to deny that the case
is one in which one really is judging. In order to respond, an advocate of the imagined
anti-luminosity argument would need to explain why we should think that one could
take oneself to be judging in circumstances like those when one in fact judges from
one’s point of view and yet be mistaken in taking oneself to be doing so. And, as we
have seen, that one could take oneself to be judging in a case in which one is not
coming to believe what one accepts is not grounds to think that there are possibilities
of the relevant sort. Judgments can simply fail to yield corresponding beliefs.
In sum, a Williamson-style anti-luminosity argument cannot be made in the case of
judgment because when one goes from judging to not judging a conscious and percep-
tible change thereby occurs. In attempting to reinstate the anti-luminosity argument
I considered the possibility of series in which one is continuously making judgments
at the beginning and ends up not judging but rather mistakenly taking oneself to be
doing so in circumstances which are similar to those when one is judging from one’s
point of view. If such a series is possible, then an anti-luminosity argument can be
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launched in order to undermine the luminosity of judgment. However, I have sug-
gested that reflection on the nature of judgment reveals that no such series is possible.
If one is in circumstances like those when one judges from one’s point of view and one
takes oneself to be judging, then we lack grounds to deny that one simply is judging.
We lack grounds to think that mistakes of the required kind are in fact possible. An
analogous defence of luminosity could be given in the deliberation case, although the
case does introduce additional complications. However, since a defence of the claim
that judgment is luminous suffices for my purposes I will set the deliberation case
aside. The above defence of the claim that judgment is luminous—as well as the fact
that an analogous case can plausibly be made in the case of deliberation—suffices to
show that for all the anti-luminosity argument shows there are significant luminous
conditions.
7 Conclusion
The standard way to object to Williamson’s anti-luminosity argument is to object
to (Ii) and its analogues in the cases which are Williamson’s focus (e.g. Neta and
Rohrbaugh 2004; Ramachandran 2009; Weatherson 2004; Wong 2008). The debate
has thus centred around whether (Ii) and its analogues hold when it comes to candidate
luminous states. But there is another way to object. Plausibly luminous conditions can
be identified for which no series is possible such that an analogue of (Ii) can be
motivated.10 This can be done even if it is admitted that (Ii) and its analogous may
well be correct in the cases that are usually of concern in the luminosity debate: cases
of allegedly luminous states and the corresponding conditions.
My conclusion is that the anti-luminosity argument has been taken to have wider
application than it in fact has. This can be seen to be so regardless of its success
in the cases which it has been applied to. Even if Williamson shows that there are
no significant luminous states, there are plausibly significant luminous events and
processes. And the candidates investigated are not such that a series can be set up
where an analogue of (Ii) can be maintained and an anti-luminosity argument launched.
Furthermore, the events and processes investigated should have been among the most
plausible candidates for luminosity to begin with, being constituents of the stream of
consciousness. They may simply have been overlooked due to the general tendency to
focus on mental states rather than events and processes in recent philosophy of mind
10 I am not the first to pursue a strategy of this kind. Duncan (2017) argues that there are significant
luminous conditions of a kind overlooked by Williamson and others: those specified with “direct phenomenal
concepts” such as that my experience is thus. His claim is that there is a specific kind of state to which
the anti-luminosity argument does not apply. As seen, my claim has instead been that there are significant
events and processes which are plausibly luminous and to which the anti-luminosity argument does not
apply. This can be maintained even if it is admitted that there are no significant luminous states (except
perhaps for those trivially secured by the existence of luminous occurrences—see footnote 8 above). The
potentially luminous conditions which have been identified are also quite different to those discussed by
Duncan (2017). The conditions in question have been those which obtain when they do because one’s beliefs
about what one is consciously doing determine what is in fact occurring. No appeal to “direct phenomenal
concepts” needs to be made in order to defend the existence of such conditions.
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and epistemology. How this tendency towards a narrow focus can lead us astray is
thereby exemplified by the luminosity debate.
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